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Abstract 
 
A process to determine impact is needed for all training programs. The Tech Mentors Program, 
a three-year initiative of the PT3 project at Florida International University, focuses on the 
professional development of cooperating teachers in the Miami-Dade County School District as 
a key strategy for improving teacher education. In the first year of this program, 100 participating 
teachers received a full week of technology training and agreed to accept a FIU intern in his/her 
classroom in fall 2002 or spring 2003, use what he/she learns to support technology integration 
into the student intern’s field experiences, and mentor the intern and help to evaluate his/her 
use of instructional technology. Since data has not been gathered regarding the impact of 
technology training on classroom mentoring practice and student intern achievement, the 
purpose of this evaluation study is to determine whether the program actually helps cooperating 
teachers to acquire the required knowledge, skills and dispositions to mentor teacher education 
students. Kirkpatrick’s model of evaluation is used as a framework to build the evaluation 
questions. Based on the results in each level of the evaluation, the program has been 
successful in providing the Miami-Dade public school teachers with the much needed 
technology integration training. 
 
Introduction 
 
Technology Training for Teachers in the United States 
 
Technology pervades society and impacts everyone's life in innumerable ways. According to the 
International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE), school and college graduates, in order 
to live and work successfully, must be computer literate. To stress the importance of having 
technology knowledge and skills, ISTE developed the National Educational Technology 
Standards for Students, which provided a framework of linking performance indicators at four 
developmental levels in schools. However, in reality, our educational system lags far behind in 
its utilization of technology. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in its survey 
found that 99% of full-time, regular public school teachers have access to computers or the 
Internet in their schools which is an increase from 35 percent in 1994. However, only one-third 
of the teachers reported being prepared to use computers and the Internet in their instruction 
(Lumpkin, 2001). The literature suggests that teacher readiness to use technology hinges on 
more funding, technology training, and administrator support for instructional technology. In 
most schools, despite the millions of dollars spent for Internet connectivity and computer 
hardware and software, most children continue to be taught through traditional methods.  
Technology Preparedness 
 
Jones (2001) stated that less experienced teachers indicated that they felt better prepared to 
use technology than their experienced colleagues. Most teachers said that they had not 
received the training necessary to incorporate technology in their classrooms (Wetzel, 
2001).There are several challenges that teachers face when trying to embrace technology. 
Learning new software is just one challenge. Developing lesson plans that incorporate new 
technology is another. Lack of released time to learn how to use computers and the Internet 
was one of the most frequently reported barriers to public school teachers using computers and 
the Internet in instruction. Training, preparation, and work environments also play roles in a 
teacher's readiness to use technology. Research shows that traditional professional 
development activities are often short term, devoid of adequate follow up, and do not address 
school contexts (Anderson, 2002). 
 
Evaluation of Technology Training Programs 
 
Evaluation is the systematic investigation of the merit or worth of an object (program) for the 
purpose of reducing uncertainty in decision making. A process to determine impact is needed 
for all training programs. Schwab and Foa (2001) in their study indicate that those states that 
conducted serious pilot projects of the US WEST Foundation’s five-year training program had 
the most effective first-year training results. The majority of these evaluation procedures was not 
highly sophisticated and did not require lots of statistical analysis. They simply required 
willingness on a regular basis for everyone involved to analyze openly and cooperatively what 
was working, what was not, and how it could be improved. While current evaluation data clearly 
indicates that aggressive staff development effort provides teachers with enhanced technology 
skills and knowledge about best practice, data has not been gathered regarding the impact on 
classroom mentoring practice and student intern achievement.  
 
The Tech Mentors Program, a three-year initiative of the PT3 project at Florida International 
University, focuses on the professional development of cooperating teachers in the Miami-Dade 
County Public Schools (MDCPS) as a key strategy for improving teacher education. In the first 
year of this program, 100 participating teachers received a full week of technology training and 
agreed to a) accept a FIU intern in his/her classroom in fall 2002 or spring 2003, b) use what 
he/she learns to support technology integration into the student intern’s field experiences, c) 
mentor the intern and help to evaluate his/her use of instructional technology. In response to the 
need to identify the impact that technology training has on classroom practice, the purpose of 
this evaluation study is to determine whether the program actually helps cooperating teachers to 
acquire the required knowledge, skills and disposition to mentor teacher education students who 
need authentic experiences with technology in their field experiences, and who need to see 
mentor teachers using technology to support teaching and learning in a variety of ways.  
Evaluation of the Tech Mentor program 
  
The goal of the evaluation is to determine the value of the Tech Mentor Program based on the 
accomplishment of objectives. The program was judged based on a) the impact on the 
participants’ ability to integrate technology with teaching and learning in their classrooms in 
terms of time, methods and resources, b) Participant feedback about the strengths and 
weaknesses of the workshops and the training program as a whole c) Participants’ 
demonstrated mastery of the workshop objectives d) Participants’ use of technology integration 
with the student intern’s field experiences e) Ability of interns to use technology with their 
learners. 
Evaluation Model 
Kirkpatrick’s model of evaluation is used as a framework to build the evaluation questions. 
Participants’ reactions were gathered immediately after the training regarding the effectiveness 
of the training methods, time allocation, utility and resources, and strengths and weaknesses of 
the program. Participants completed Likert type survey forms at the end of training week. 
Frequencies/percentages of responses, mean and standard deviation, and content analysis of 
open-ended questions were done to analyze the data. These responses constituted the 
Reaction Level evaluation. Using four-point evaluation rubrics, artifacts produced in each 
workshop and technology journals produced by each participant were assessed to measure the 
accomplishment of workshop objectives. The number and percent judged as acceptable or 
unacceptable were used to evaluate the knowledge acquired by each trainee. These 
assessments constituted the Learning Level evaluation. Participant feedback collected through 
survey forms about eight months after training during on-the-job application provided the data 
for Behavior Level evaluation. Frequencies/percentages of responses, mean, and standard 
deviation were done to analyze the data. Student interns’ feedback collected through survey 
forms in the fall 2002 and spring 2003 provided the data for Results Level evaluation. Both 
quantitative and qualitative data have been interpreted to provide information about the 
effectiveness of the program.  
Participants 
 
Program participants (trainees) belonged to a group of current or former cooperating teachers 
for FIU’s teacher preparation programs. A hundred teachers participated in the training, of which 
76% were regular teachers and 24% were Special Education teachers. Of the 76 regular 
teachers, 40.8% (n=31) were 6-12 teachers while 59.2% (n=45) were K-5 teachers. Of the 24 
Special Education teachers, 25% (n=6) were 6-12 teachers, 66.7% (n=16) were K-5 teachers, 
and 8.3% (n=2) were Special Center teachers. Participant characteristics were collected 
through an application form. These characteristics were: number of years of teaching 
experience, number of computers in their classroom, technology proficiency (advanced, 
proficient, beginner), frequency of technology use (regular, occasional, rare). 
 
Stakeholders  
 
There were five categories of stakeholders for the Tech Mentor program. The students, faculty 
and administration at FIU’s College of Education wanted to know what technology 
competencies mentor teachers have acquired and how the training will impact the internship 
experience for future student interns. MDCPS central administration was interested in 
expanding the number of teachers who have technology infusion training. Principals wanted to 
know what classroom technology tools and techniques teachers can or will use in the 
classroom. US Department of Education (funding source) wanted data that will indicate whether 
the PT3 project is meeting its stated goals and objectives. Participants – mentors for FIU interns 
wanted to know how other teachers experienced the training and how they plan to apply the 
training. They also wanted to know whether other teachers share their concerns. Project staff 
wanted to know what aspects of the training were most effective, the tools and techniques most 
valued by classroom teachers, and what to do differently next year in order to make the training 
more effective. 
 Key Findings 
 
In the Reaction Level, participant ratings of the program quality and value were found to be very 
favorable. Nearly ninety four percent (n=91) of the respondents rated the overall value of the 
institute as excellent, 5.2% (n=5) rated it as good and only 1% (n=1) rated it as average. The 
mean rating was 4.93 on a scale of 1-5 with a low standard deviation of 0.30. Ninety percent of 
the participants strongly agreed that the facilities provided for the training was adequate. Eighty 
five percent to 86% of the participants felt strongly prepared to integrate technology into their 
classroom teaching and in their mentoring experiences with student interns. Eighty four percent 
of the participants agreed strongly to the statement that the training supported them in meeting 
their professional responsibilities. The learning activities and the items developed in the institute 
were rated as extremely valuable by more than 80% of the participants and they felt that with 
practice, they can do what they had learned at the institute. Responses to open ended 
questions in the Institute Evaluation instrument were analyzed by breaking them into categories. 
A large number of respondents (67.3%, n=66) felt that the training program benefited them the 
most since it gave them new technical skills and knowledge for use in the classroom. Nearly 
27% (n=26) indicated that the program increased their proficiency with computers and 13.3% 
indicated that their confidence level of using technology rose as a result of the training. Nearly 
20% of the respondents (n=19) indicated that they were able to use the Internet for resources 
and 6% (n=6) indicated they would be able to mentor co-teachers and interns as a result of the 
training. Eight respondents benefited from hands-on activities. Only 89 participants provided 
different kinds of feedback on ways to improve the training program. Though 28.1% of the 
respondents (n=25) felt that the program was perfect and they had no suggestions for 
improvement, about 20% (n=18) felt the need for more training time in each workshop, while 
5.6% (n=5) wanted more time for hands-on activities. Grouping of participants by technology 
skill levels was sought by 9% of the respondents (n=8) and nearly 5% (n=4) wanted follow-up 
practice sessions. A remarkable observation to make here would be the improvement sought in 
the Media on the Move workshop. About 18% of the respondents (n=16) expressed the need to 
improve various aspects of this particular workshop. 
 
In the Learning Level, artifacts produced in each workshop and technology journals produced by 
each trainee were assessed to measure the accomplishment of training objectives. Technology 
journals were based on KWL – what you know, what you want to know, what you learned. The 
artifacts and the journal were graded on a four-point rubric, where a score of 3 or 4 was 
considered acceptable. The overall acceptable percent of journals was 57 while 69% of the 
artifacts were acceptable. On analyzing the data further based on categories, it was found that 
out of the 31 journals of the regular 6-12 teachers that were graded, 78% (n=18) were 
acceptable while 84% (n=26) of the artifacts were acceptable. For the 45 K-5 regular teachers, 
60% (n=27) of the journals were acceptable, while 65% (n=29) of the artifacts were acceptable. 
Fifty percent of the journals of the Special Education teachers (n=12) were acceptable while 
58% (n=14) of their artifacts were acceptable.  
 
In the Behavior Level evaluation stage, survey forms were sent out to the 100 participants after 
about eight months following the training. Thirty participants responded and their responses 
constitute the data for the behavior level evaluation. About seventy two percent (n=21) of the 
respondents rated their preparedness to use technology in the classroom to have enhanced 
much as a result of the training, while 60% (n=17) were actually able to increase their use of 
technology in the classroom in the year following the training. Interestingly, 35% of the trainees 
considered limited access to computers and other technology as a major barrier in integrating 
technology into their classrooms. Sixty-two percent (n=18) consider the training to have vastly 
improved their ability to mentor student teachers on technology. Other teachers and the 
technical support person in the school were ranked as the biggest facilitators for integrating 
technology in the classroom. On being questioned about changes in teaching practices due to 
the use of technology, about 83% (n=24) stated that they were now more comfortable with small 
group activities and 75% (n=21) were more comfortable with students working independently. 
Seventy one percent (n=20) were already able to differentiate instruction to accommodate 
diverse learning styles of students while 14% (n=4) indicated that though not yet, but they 
thought in the future they will be able to do so. Seventy percent of the teachers (n=21) were 
already able to present complex materials to their students. About 52% (n=15) indicated that as 
a result of the training received, they were now able to mentor or collaborate with other teachers 
on technology and 62% (n=18) stated that the training has enhanced their ability to mentor 
student teachers on technology. 
 
For the Reaction Level stage, data from 95 student interns who were mentored by the trainees 
and responded to the survey was analyzed. Nearly fifty eight percent of the interns (n=55) rated 
the overall support they received from their cooperating teacher for integrating technology in 
their internship experience as excellent while 24.2% (n=23) rated it as good. About 80% (n=75) 
of the interns stated that their mentors shared his/her experience with integrating technology to 
support teaching and learning. Eighty-two percent (n=78) stated that their cooperating teacher 
gave them suggestions and/or feedback on their use of technology in the classroom. Ninety 
percent of the interns (n=85) stated that their mentors ensured that they had access to available 
technology resources at the school. 
 
Implications and Recommendations 
 
The results of the evaluation study will be important to the practice of adult education and 
human resource development because it will contribute to the body of knowledge that already 
exists on the impact of technology training for in-service teachers. Since not many such 
evaluation studies exist, this study will allow technology training program planners design and 
implement effective training programs by understanding some of the factors that work and those 
that do not work as an impact of such training at the classroom level. This study also contributes 
to the body of knowledge of the impact of technology training on the mentoring experience of 
teachers and the internship experience of teacher education students. 
 
Based on the evaluation results on all four levels of Kirkpatrick’s model, it can be said that the 
Tech Mentor program was a success in providing the Miami-Dade public school teachers with 
the much needed technology integration training. Since this study focuses on the first year of 
this program, the evaluation results have been used for improving the quality of the program in 
the successive years. Data from the Reaction Level revealed that the Media on the Move 
workshop needed improvement in various aspects. The program planners took this into 
consideration while planning for the following year. Teachers considered limited access to 
computers and other technology as the major barrier in integrating technology into their 
classrooms. Most of them also considered other teachers and the technical support person in 
the school as the biggest facilitators for integrating technology in the classroom. The barriers 
and the facilitators to the use of technology in the classroom identified in this study can be used 
by school administration to explore the possibility of collaborative classroom sessions between 
teachers to make the best possible use of limited technology access. These barriers and 
facilitators could also guide program planners while developing technology training programs. 
The Tech Mentor program can be evaluated further based on the initial technology proficiency 
of the trainee. Further studies can also be done to determine whether there is a difference in the 
internship experience of those student interns who have been mentored by the trainees against 
those who have been not been mentored by them. 
 
References 
Anderson, J. (2002). District initiative keys in on classroom. Journal of Staff Development, 23(1), 
p. 36-38. 
Jones, C.A. (2001). Tech support: preparing teachers to use technology: Principal Leadership. 
High School Ed., 1(9), p. 35-39. 
Jones, C.A. (2001). When teachers' computer literacy doesn't go far enough. The Education 
Digest, 67(2), p. 57-61. 
Lumpkin, A & Clay, M.N. (2001). A college of education's technology journey: from neophyte to 
national leader. Action in Teacher Education, 23(3), p. 20-26. 
Schwab, R. & Foa, L.J. (2001). Integrating technologies throughout our schools. Phi Delta 
Kappan, 82(8), p. 620-624. 
Wetzel, K. (2001). Preparing teacher leaders: a partnership that works part 2. Learning and 
Leading with Technology, 29(3), p. 50-53. 
 
 
 
Rimjhim Banerjee, Information Management Coordinator, College of Education, 
Florida International University. Rimjhim.Banerjee@fiu.edu
 
Acknowledgements: 
Dr. Charles Divita, Dr. Mary Haley, and my family. 
 
Presented at the Midwest Research to Practice Conference in Adult, Continuing, and 
Community Education, Indiana University, Indianapolis, IN, October 6-8, 2004.  
